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REMARKS 

Applicants appreciate the Examiner's thorough consideration provided the present 
application. Claims 1-42 are present in the application. No claims have been amended in this 
reply. Claim 1 is independent. Reconsideration of this application is respectfully requested. 



Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 1-3, 5-12, 15, 24, 25 30-34 and 36-42 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Lynch, U.S. Patent No. 5,515,524. Claims 13, 14, 16-23 and 26-29 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynch in view of Andersen, "An 
Introduction to Binary Decision Diagram". Claims 4 and 35 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Lynch in view of Polish, U.S. Patent No. 6,430,531. Claims 
7-9, 24, 25, 32-34 and 36-42 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lynch in view of Andersen, and further in view of Henson, U.S. Patent No. 6,167,383. These 
rejections are respectfully traversed. 

Independent claim 1 recites "providing, for each component, information relating to a 
group of alternatives for the component", "defining rules relating to compatibilities between 
alternatives from different components, representing the rules in a Directed Acyclic Graph 
(DAG)" and "iteratively configuring the product by repeatedly: choosing a component, selecting 
an alternative from this component's group of alternatives, checking the DAG whether the 
alternative selected is compatible with other chosen alternatives from other components." 
Applicants respectfully submit that the above combination of steps as set forth in independent 
claim 1 is not disclosed nor suggested by the references relied on by the Examiner. 
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The Examiner in the Office Action of February 10, 2006 has correctly acknowledged that 
Lynch fails to teach "representing the rules in a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG)" as recited in 
claim 1. However, the Examiner in the outstanding Office Action alleged that the above 
recitation has "similar function as the tree structure shown in the teaching of Lynch" in col. 25, 
lines 55-63 and FIG. 2. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

In particular, Lynch' s tree structure has no direction whereas the DAG of the present 
invention includes a direction limiting the rules of determining the outcome of the evaluation 
according to the rules. Although the Preiss reference provided by the Examiner states that all 
trees are DAGs, the same reference also states "Directed Acyclic Graph is a directed graph that 
contains no cycles." This is self-explained by the examples in the Preiss reference. In other 
words, the term "tree" referred to by the Preiss reference is a tree with a direction , not just any 
tree structure as the Examiner alleged. Although Lynch in FIG. 2 discloses a tree structure, it is 
simply a connected, acyclic undirected graph, since there are no directions on the edges in FIG. 
2. Therefore, the graph illustrated in FIG. 2 of Lynch is not a "tree" defined by the Preiss 
reference. 

In fact, the illustration of FIG. 2 of Lynch is by no means a description or a 
representation of a way of representing the rules. It is merely a hierarchy represented as a 
undirected tree illustrating the component hierarchy (in this example the hierarchy relates to the 
hardware components), and does not provide any similar function to the present invention as the 
Examiner alleged. Therefore, Lynch fails to teach "representing the rules in a Directed Acyclic 
Graph (DAG)" as recited in claim 1 . 
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With regard to the Examiner's reliance on Polish, Henson and Andersen, these references 

have only been relied on for their teachings related to the subject matter of dependent claims. 

These references also fail to disclose any Directed Acyclic Graph or the above combination of 

steps as set forth in independent claim 1. Accordingly, these references fail to cure the 

deficiencies of Lynch. 

Accordingly, none of the references utilized by the Examiner individually or in 
combination teach or suggest the limitations of independent claim 1 or its dependent claims. 
Therefore, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 and its dependent claims clearly define 
over the teachings of the references relied on by the Examiner. 

Accordingly, reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§ 102 
and 103 are respectfully requested. 

Request For A Personal Interview 

Applicants hereby also request to schedule a personal interview in two months. One of 
the inventors, Mr. Henrik Reif Andersen, intends to attend the personal interview along with the 
Applicants' representative in order to clarify the present invention and explain the distinctions 
between the utilized references and the present invention. Since Mr. Andersen is currently living 
in Demark, it is respectfully requested that the Examiner inform the Applicants' representative of 
the possible dates for conducting the personal interview so that Mr. Andersen can plan his trip 
accordingly . 
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CONCLUSION 



Since the remaining patents cited by the Examiner have not been utilized to reject the 
claims, but merely to show the state of the prior art, no further comments are necessary with 
respect thereto. 

It is believed that a full and complete response has been made to the Office Action, and 
that as such, the Examiner is respectfully requested to send the application to Issue. 

In the event there are any matters remaining in this application, the Examiner is invited to 
contact Joe McKinney Muncy, Registration No. 32,334 at (703) 205-8000 in the Washington, 



Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. §§ 1.17 and 1.136(a), Applicants respectfully petition for a three 
(3) month extension of time for filing a response in connection with the present application and 
the required fee of is attached herewith. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and future 
replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any 
additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. §§1.16 or 1.17; particularly, extension of time fees. 
Dated: February 12, 2007 Respectfully submitted* 



D.C. area. 




Joe McKinney Mm icy / 
Registration No. : 3 2,334 / 
BIRCH, STEWARfT, KOI1ASCH & BIRCH, LLP 
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Suite 100 East 
P.O. Box 747 

Falls Church, Virginia 22040-0747 
(703) 205-8000 
Attorney for Applicant 
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